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In the preface to the second volume of Time and Narrative, Paul Ricoeur's monumental study of the philosophical, historical and hermeneutic implications of the configuration of time in literature, the author describes the intrinsic paradox of examining what he refers to as the 'fictive experience of time':
On the one hand, in effect, our temporal ways of inhabiting the world remain imaginary to the extent that they exist only in and through the text. On the other hand, they constitute a sort of trascendence within immanence that is precisely what allows for the confrontation with the world of the reader (1985b:6).
In order to explore this complex interaction, Ricoeur (1984b: xi) introduces the concept of three-fold mimesis. Related to the concept of plot, mimesis encompasses three stages in our understanding of the literary expression of time: 'a reference back to the familiar pre-understanding we have of the order of action; an entry into the realm of poetic composition; and finally a new configuration by means of this poetic refiguring of the pre-understood order of action.' Ricoeur's focus on the interaction between the world of the text and the world of the reader as a locus for interpreting the configuration of time in literature calls to mind Mikhail Bakhtin's essay 'Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel' in which he proposes a new critical and heuristic tool--the 'chronotope'--to study the configuration of narrative temporality as it relates to our understanding of genre. The chronotope encompasses the intrinsic interconnectedness of time and space in literature, as well as the way in which specific temporo-spatial patterns characterize certain generic types; for example, the vast spaces and chance encounters of the chronotope of the road typify the picaresque novel. Originally written in the 1930s but not widely published until 1975, with translations into French (1978) and English (1981) appearing shortly thereafter, Bakhtin's essay predates Ricoeur's study (published in 1983-85) by several years. Curiously, although Ricoeur makes explicit reference to Bakhtin's work on several occasions, the chronotope study is never mentioned by the French critic. This omission is all the more startling, given the many similarities between their critical preoccupations. Both Bakhtin's and Ricoeur's interest in proposing a new approach to narrative temporality stem from their respective critiques of structuralist and semiotic approaches to the novel. Both describe the evolution of the novel as a process involving the sedi-mentation of generic norms and the rupture of these norms as related to the configuration of novelistic time. Furthermore, in defining 'emplotment' as the key structuring principle of the novel, Ricoeur explicitly contrasts his generic theories to Bakhtinian polyphony--a reading of Bakhtin which merits critical attention, if only for its conspicuous failure to engage the chronotope. This paper will examine the hitherto unexplored Ricoeur-Bakhtin connection with regard to their work on the configuration of time in literature. As such, it is not exhaustive in its comparison of Bakhtin and Ricoeur but will rather focus on the similarities--and on a crucial difference, namely the relative importance each accords to space--between their concepts of three-fold mimesis and chronotope.
In 'The Problem of Content, Material, and Form in Verbal Art,' Bakhtin (1990b) reproaches poetics for its linguistic specificity; that is, its orientation towards language to the exclusion of other aspects of the literary work. Bakhtin (1990b: 257) instead proposes a 'general systematic aesthetics' dived into three appreciations: that of 1) content, the ethical aspect of the work of art; 2) material, in the case of literature, language; and 3) composition, the structure or form which 'actualizes an aesthetic object '(1990b: 266-67) . In confining itself to the material aspect, Bakhtin continues (1990b), a poetic approach both fails to capture the plenitude of the work of art and fails to achieve true aesthetic appreciation which should account for the interaction of content, material and form.
Furthermore, in 'Discourse in the Novel ' Bakhtin (1981b: 271) asserts that poetics is premised on a limited and unsatisfactory understanding of language. Poetics deals only with the linguistic and grammatical aspects of language, whereas he himself understands language not as being 'a system of abstract grammatical categories' but rather as being 'ideologically saturated, language as a world view.' This broad definition of language recalls his now-familiar concept of heteroglossia. In their Glossary of Bakhtinian vocabulary appended to The Dialogic Imagination, Holquist and Emerson (Bakhtin 1981a: 428) define heteroglossia as the 'base condition governing the operation of meaning in any utterance' which guarantees the 'primacy of context over text'; it refers to the 'set of conditions--social, historical, meteorological, physiological--that will insure that a word uttered in that place and at that time will have a meaning different than it would have under any other conditions' and as such 'it is that which a systematic linguistics must always suppress.' As Bakhtin (1981b) points out, even within a single national language, one encounters a multiplicity of specific languages representing stratification in society or different ideological positions. This diversification of language comprises a temporal as well as a social dimension. According to the same study, language 'represents the co-existence of socio-ideological contradictions between the present and the past, between differing epochs of the past, between different socio-ideological groups in the present ' (1981b: 291) . In other words, all of these languages are not merely collections of words and rules for combining them, but rather represent 'specific points of view on the world.'
Of course for Bakhtin (1981b: 331) , this linguistic plenitude doesn't necessarily manifest itself in all types and genres of literary creation. On the contrary, poetic genres give rise to a 'conception of a purely poetic, extrahistorical language.' Only prosaic genres have the ability to present languages as 'historically concrete and living things.' It is worth noting that Bakhtin does not always privilege the novel as the most ideologically saturated genre. For instance, in Toward a Philosophy of the Act (a fragmentary manuscript from the 1920s) Bakhtin (1993: 65-75 ) undertakes a spatiotemporal reading of a poem by Pushkin which, while it does not employ the same vocabulary, clearly prefigures the eventual definition of the chronotope as the organizing principle of narrative temporality. As the genre which most adequately conveys the heteroglot, historically-specific and ideologically-saturated nature of human discourse, the novel requires new analytic methodologies to facilitate the revelation of this complex interaction; hence the inadequacy of purely formalist approaches.
This Bakhtinian critique of poetics foreshadows Ricoeur's own detailed attack on structuralism and semiotics found in the second volume of Time and Narrative. There, Ricoeur (1985b: 29) claims that semiotic analysis is motivated by the ambition to ground narrative function 'on rules not dependant on history.' Another objection to semiotics stems from this discipline's roots in linguistics. Ricoeur evokes Roland Barthes (1982: 270) , who characterized the task of narrative semiotics as that of the 'dechronologizing' and 'relogicizing' of narrative, a process which functions, according to Ricoeur (1985b: 31) , by 'subordinating every syntagmatic (and therefore temporal) aspect of narrative to a corresponding paradigmatic (and therefore achronological) aspect.' Ricoeur finds the process of dechronologization particularly troubling, as it leads to the occlusion of the necessary relation between narration and temporality. For Ricoeur, structuralist and semiotic approaches to literature prove inadequate in light of the complexity of the temporal configuration of narrative. These approaches cannot account for emplotment (mimesis 2 )--the link between individual events and the totality of the plot which these constitute over time. According to Ricoeur (1985b: 47) , even the concept of diachrony proves insufficiently complex to account for the configuration of time in literary works, as narrative temporality resists 'simple chronology.' To emphasize this distinction between the chronological flow of time and temporal configuration, Ricoeur (1985b: 47) adds that instead of speaking of 'time' in the novel, one ought to speak of 'temporalization'--a complex arrangement of delays, detours, suspense, foreshadowing, etc. that produces 'temporal distension' within the text. In order to appreciate fully temporalization, we must consider not only the synchronic elements which constitute a novel and their diachronic organization but also something which Ricoeur (1985b: 100) terms 'the fictive experience of time,' defined as the 'temporal aspect of this virtual experience of being-in-the-world proposed by the text.'
The similarities between Bakhtin's and Ricoeur's approaches to literature do not end with their respective critiques of structuralism and their calls for a more comprehensive historically-and temporally-motivated methodology. In the second volume of Time and Narrative, Ricoeur (1985b: 8) examines what he terms the 'metamorphoses of the plot' which consist of new temporal configurations in 'hitherto unknown genres, types, and individual works.' In other words, he (Ricoeur 1985b: 14) considers generic changes in the evolution of the novel by looking at changes in the presentation of novelistic time, and he describes the evolution of the novel by means of the concept of traditionality--a double movement between sedimentation (the creation of normative models) and rupture (the modification of or departure from the model). I would suggest that Bakhtin's concept of the chronotope, proposed as a 'tool' for identifying stages in the evolution of the novel, functions according to a similar principle. A novelistic sub-genre establishes a tempo-spatial norm, a chronotopic rule which is broken by subsequent genres. For example, the adventure chronotope of the ancient Greek 'novel' (which lacks causality and consequence) gives way to the chronotope of metamorphosis (involving sudden changes in the private life of an individual), which in turn gives way to the chronotope of biography and the importance of the public square (in which the life of the individual is linked to the life of the state), and so on. The projects of Ricoeur and Bakhtin are in fact uncannily similar, notwithstanding the more limited historical scope of Ricoeur's discussion of the genre. A fundamental point of difference between the two critics, however, entails the relative importance each accords to space in his work.
Interestingly, Time and Narrative contains several passages pertaining to narrative point of view and voice which are directly related to ideas contained in Bakhtin's works. Yet only in acknowledging that the fictive experience of time depends on the concept of point of view does Ricoeur introduce space into his study of the novel. Every narrative of an experience requires a perspective from which events are recounted, and Ricoeur concedes that this idea of perspective comprises both a temporal and a spatial plan. In fact, on a metaphoric level, space predominates in the very term 'point of view. ' Although Ricoeur (1985b: 94) acknowledges the necessity of the spatial aspect or field of perception, stating that the 'development of a narrative always involves a combination of purely perceptual perspectives, implying position, angle of aperture, and depth of field,' he clearly accords more importance to the combination of temporal perspectives, highlighting the 'degree of complexity resulting from the composition involving multiple temporal perspectives.' Unlike Bakhtin, Ricoeur in no way posits the interdependence of time and space in narration; although to be fair, it must be said that Bakhtin also seems to privilege the temporal element in his study which is titled, after all, 'Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel' (emphasis added).
Not surprisingly, the relative importance accorded to time and space in Bakhtin's conceptualization of the chronotope has been the topic of heated debate. In a detailed review of Gary Saul Morson and Caryl Emerson's 1990 book Mikhail Bakhtin: The Creation of a Prosaics, Anthony Wall and Clive Thomson (1993) take the authors to task for privileging the temporal aspect of the concept to the detriment of space. Morson and Emerson (1993) subsequently defend themselves by pointing out Bakhtin's own predilection for talking of 'time' in the novel, as if time were quite separate from the concept of 'chronotope'. In their reply, Wall and Thomson (1994: 73) point out that there apparently exist two versions of Bakhtin's concept of the chronotope. The first, elaborated in 'Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel,' functions within the text and is restricted to 'what the literary text represents within its fictional worlds. ' However, Wall and Thomson (1994: 73) suggest that within Bakhtin's notebooks of 1970-71 there exists a second, more broad definition of the chronotope, one in which, the chronotope is no longer entirely understood in the context of what is represented in the literary text. Now the chronotope can also be fruitfully extended to the realm of those persons or voices who do the representing, and we plainly see that the element of time does not at all overpower the spatial component of chronotopicity in this framework.
I would add that this second conceptualization of the chronotope is already present in the chronotope study itself. In his Concluding Remarks, Bakhtin (1981c: 252) asserts that textual chronotopes interact in a dialogic fashion; that is, they are 'mutually inclusive, they co-exist, they may be interwoven with, replace or oppose one another, contradict one another or find themselves in ever more complex interrelationships.' He concludes that this dialogue of chronotopes 'enters the world of the author, of the performer, and the world of the listeners and readers. And all these worlds are chronotopic as well.' In this conceptualization of the chronotope, time and space are equally important, and space has a definite concrete meaning unrelated to the abstract notion of 'textual space. ' Bakhtin (1981c: 253) clearly stresses that: these real people, the authors and the listeners or readers, may be (and often are) located in differing time-spaces, sometimes separated from each other by centuries and by great spatial distances, but nevertheless they are all located in a real, unitary and as yet incomplete historical world set off by a sharp and categorical boundary from the represented world in the text (emphasis in original).
This assertion stands in sharp contrast to Ricoeur's relegation of space to a simple function of narration--as 'point of view.'
After commenting on the combining of narrative perspectives, Ricoeur moves on to the combining of narrative voices, which leads him to introduce the Bakhtinian concept of polyphony. After defining polyphony as a novelistic structure enabling the narrative voice of the author to dialogue with the voices of his characters, and then stating that his 'first reaction is to rejoice' at this new role for dialogue (Ricoeur 1985b: 96) , Ricoeur proceeds to raise an objection. He states that his 'second reaction' is to wonder whether the dialogic principle does not 'undermine the base' of the narrative 'edifice, namely, the organizing role of emplotment '(1985b: 97) :
By sliding from the mimesis of action to the mimesis of characters, then to that of their thoughts, feelings, and language, and by crossing the final threshold, that from monologue to dialogue . . . have we not surreptitiously substituted for emplotment a radically different structuring principle, which is dialogue itself?
It almost seems as if Ricoeur fears that Bakhtin's concept of dialogue might supplant his own concept of emplotment as the structuring principle of the novel, a possibility he subsequently seeks to dismiss by evoking Bakhtin's work on Dostoevsky instead. In his discussion of the Dostoevsky book, Ricoeur (1985b: 97) complains that the 'coexistence of voices seems to have been substi-tuted for the temporal configuration of action, which has served as the starting point of all my analyses. ' Furthermore, Ricoeur (1985b: 97) states that this 'retreat of plot . . . bears witness to the emergence of a dramatic form in which space tends to supplant time.' In shifting the generic paradigm from the novelistic to the dramatic, Ricoeur guarantees the primacy of his own methodological approach to truly novelistic works. To my mind, he also distorts Bakhtin by taking him rather too much at his word. It is true that Bakhtin (1984a: 28) states that Dostoevsky 'saw and conceived his world primarily in terms of space, not time. Hence his deep affinity for the dramatic form.' However, if we look carefully at this passage obliquely referred to by Ricoeur in which the threshold is touted as the privileged space in Dostoevsky's works, we see that Bakhtin always links this space to a particular conceptualization of time, that is 'crisis time' (1984a: 169) -the 'turning points and catastrophes' of life (1984a: 149, emphases in original). I would suggest that rather than replacing a temporal model of narrative with a spatial one, Bakhtin is here groping towards a theory of their interaction, a theory subsequently developed in the chronotope study where one of the key chronotopes identified is none other than that of the 'threshold.' And so Ricoeur, thinking in terms of either time (narrative emplotment) or space (the dramatic coexistence of voices), misses the point: time and space will form the basis of Bakhtin's polyphonic, chronotopic model of narrative.
Ricoeur continues his attack on Bakhtinian polyphony in Time and Narrative by targeting the 'unfinalizability' so central to Bakhtin's understanding of the novel, a 'factor of incompleteness' which Ricoeur (1985b: 97) complains 'affects not only the characters and their worldview but the composition itself, condemned, it seems, to remain "open-ended," if not "endless".' Ricoeur (1985b: 97 ) neutralizes the open-ended menace of dialogue by noting that the polyphonic novel is governed by an organizing principle, that of carnival, which, although it does not constitute a 'type of plot,' nonetheless forms a 'matrix of plots' which saves the polyphonic novel from its projected fate as 'a sort of oratorio offered for reading.' Ricoeur seems to treat carnival as a stable, normative principle linked to the preservation of narrative forms. As such, carnival represents the continuity of narrative tradition and combats the anarchic tendencies of novelistic discourse. In this insistence on the 'matrix of plot,' Ricoeur deftly steers the question of narrative voice back to the question of emplotment.
Ricoeur revisits Bakhtin in the conclusion of the second volume of Time and Narrative in order to critique Bakhtin's distinction between epic and novel. Ricoeur's own theory of narrative temporality is premised on the existence of a temporal configuration common to all prosaic genres. Of course Bakhtin would at first glance seem to disagree. In 'Epic and the Novel, ' Bakthin (1981d: 7, 13) states that the epic presents a temporality inaccessible to its readers--that of the legendary past--while the novel presents an accessible temporality, one which grounded in the present, anticipates the future. While polyphony threatens the exclusively temporal nature of Ricoeur's narrative model, this distinction between epic and novel seems to call into question its all-inclusive nature. Once again, Ricoeur reassesses his methodology in light of Bakhtin, this time with rather more success.
In fact, Bakhtin's division of epic and novel has been increasingly called into question. Rachel points out that even Bakhtin (1981c: 218) has difficulty in maintaining this strict division between epic and novel, in part because he must acknowledge the shared folkloric roots of the Homeric epic and the Rabelaisian novel. In a series of textual analyses of selected passages by Homer, Virgil and Milton, Falconer (1997: 256) succeeds in identifying an 'epic chronotope,' and she demonstrates that 'no epic narrative can be constructed without some element of 'becoming' [the principle temporal characteristic of the novel] and no novelistic narrative can be constructed without an emergent sense of the 'pastness of the past' [the principle trait of epic temporality]. ' Falconer (1997: 269) concludes that 'Epic is a genre that makes us conscious of the way a sense of personal and public identity can never be finished and complete, because the past from which these identities derive is constantly being reassessed.'
To his credit, Ricoeur seems to have anticipated current trends in Bakhtin studies, as he writes (1985b: 155):
Does this global opposition between epic and novel render useless an analysis like my own that claims to assemble under the general title of fictional narrative all the works that, in one way or another, aim at creating a mimesis of action? I do not think so. However far we extend the opposition between 'high' and 'low' literature, however deeply we hollow the abyss that separates epic distance and contemporaneousness between the writer and the public, the general features of fiction are not abolished. Ancient epic was, no less than the modern novel, a critique of the limits of contemporary culture.
Notwithstanding this perceptive critique of Bakhtin's distinction between epic and novel, Ricoeur's repeated, defensive situating of his own work vis-à-vis that of Bakhtin intrigues me. I am particularly puzzled by the fact that, in addition to the Dostoevsky book, Ricoeur obviously makes use of The Dialogic Imagination; he alludes to a series of essays dedicated to the 'dialogic imagination,' evoking the title of the English translation of the collection containing the chronotope study. To be precise, Ricoeur's (1984a: 289) familiarity with this text is clearly indicated by his reference to 'l'essai que Bakhtine consacre à l'épopée et au roman dans le recueil d'essais consacré à l'Imagination dialogique.' Although this work of Bakhtin's is not directly cited and does not appear in the list of works cited in the original French edition of Time and Narrative, the translators of the English edition have appended a footnote identifying the source (see Ricoeur 1985b: 154 and 201) . Even more puzzling is the fact that although Ricoeur makes ample reference to the aforementioned study on epic and the novel appearing in The Dialogic Imagination, there is not a single reference to 'Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel,' an essay which raises similar questions concerning the evolution of the novelistic genre, the configuration of novelistic time, and the nature of emplotment to those raised in Time and Narrative. To my mind, the chronotope provides exactly what the Ricoeurian model aspires to but doesn't achieve; namely, a concrete means of tracing the generic development of the novel as a function of changes in the presentation of novelistic time.
Moreover, I think that an analogy can be made between the various functions and definitions which Bakhtin accords the chronotope and Ricoeur's signature concept of three-fold mimesis. Mimesis 1 refers to the pre-understanding of the temporal nature of human existence common both to authors and to readers (1984b: 64) . This pre-consciousness of reality becomes the pre-condition for emplotment, or mimesis 2 -an operation of the configuration of events through which we enter into the world of the text (1984b: 65). Mimesis 3 refers to what Gadamer (1993: 311) would call 'application' and, according to Ricoeur (1984b: 71) , 'marks the intersection of the world of the text and the world of the hearer or reader,' an intersection facilitated by the act of reading. I would suggest that in his conception of the chronotope, Bakhtin proposes a single principle which encompasses the Ricoeurian ideas of pre-comprehension, emplotment and reader/text interaction.
From the outset of the chronotope study, Bakhtin (1981c: 84) insists on the fact that the various presentations of space and time in literature are not merely artistic conventions but rather represent 'generic techniques' for 'reflecting and artistically processing' time and space, those 'appropriated aspects of reality.' He goes on to affirm the ontological status of the chronotope, declaring that it (Bakhtin 1981c: 85 ) 'determines to a significant degree the image of man in literature,' and that this image is 'always intrinsically chronotopic.' In the Concluding Remarks, Bakhtin (1981c: 243) again underscores the fact that the chronotope projects something that cannot simply be reduced to formal categories of literary analysis: 'A literary work's artistic unity in relationship to an actual reality is defined by its chronotope.' These references to the image of man and to the relationship between a work and reality suggest that, in Ricoeurian terms, the pre-comprehension of the chronotopic nature of human existence determines the production of narrative.
Ricoeur of course underlines the link between temporality and narration by positing that time becomes human to the extent that it can be narrated, and that narration is significative inasmuch as it represents the experience of time. In fact, he (Ricoeur 1988: 102) defines the 'narrative function' in terms of 'its ambition to refigure our historical condition and thereby to raise it to the level of historical consciousness.' In the third volume of Time and Narrative, Ricoeur (1988: 142) explicitly addresses the question of history and fiction by examining the link between real historical and fictional narratives, both of which are concerned with communicating the human experience of time. While historical narratives rely on documentation (chronology, archives, genealogies and the like), fictional narratives deploy 'imaginative variations'; that is, different ways of accounting for the experience of time through narration. The docu- Bakhtin (1993: 65-75) undertakes a spatiotemporal a reading of a poem by Pushkin which, while it does not employ the same mentary proof of the historical narrative has as its corollary the reliability of the fictional narrative, an internal coherence as rigid as the external coherence of historical narratives (Ricoeur 1988: 162) . According to Ricoeur (1988: 181) , the boundary separating these two types of narrative, with their respective external and internal chronometers, is porous and allows for a fruitful exchange of techniques. Our experience of history is shaped by horizons of expectation determined by literature, and historical narratives play with these expectations by employing the rhetorical conventions of fiction. Ricoeur terms this process the 'fictionalization of history.'
Of greater interest to us is the inverse exchange involving the 'historicization of fiction ' (Ricoeur 1988: 189) . First, fiction generally does make use of external chronology by incorporating references to dates and real historical events, or by adopting a traditional chronological order of events. However, the fictional status of the narrator and characters may undermine this historicization of fiction since, as Ricoeur (1988: 129) states, 'all references to real historical events are divested of their function of standing for the historical past and are set on par with the unreal status of the other events.' Yet, rather paradoxically, it is this same fictional narrator and characters who guarantee a certain historicization of narrative temporality since, according to Ricoeur (1988: 190) , it is in fact the very nature of narrative perspective and voice that situates the functioning of fictional narratives within a historicizing framework: 'Fictional narrative is quasi-historical to the extent that the unreal events that it relates are past facts for the narrative voice that addresses itself to the reader. It is in this that they resemble past events and that fiction resembles history.' As in Ricoeur's work, we find in Bakhtin an insistence on the capacity of narration to assimilate historical time. Whereas for Ricoeur this assimilation takes place primarily through the borrowing of techniques from historical narration, whether deliberate (references to an external frame of reference) or necessary (events are 'history' for the narrator), for Bakhtin space becomes the primary facilitator of this concretization of historical time, thus giving structure to narrative. Bakhtin (1981c: 250) asserts that, thanks to spatial descriptions, time becomes 'palpable and visible' and narrative events become 'concrete.' Because of this 'special increase in density and concreteness of time markers--the time of human life, of historical time -that occurs within welldelineated spatial areas,' the chronotope becomes in fact the driving motor of the plot. According to Bakhtin (1981c: 250) , chronotopes, 'functioning as the primary means for materializing time in space,' emerge as the 'organizing centers for the fundamental narrative events of the novel'--as centers for 'concretizing representation,' as the place where 'the knots of narrative are tied and untied.' vocabulary, clearly prefigures the eventual definition of the chronotope as the organizing principle of narrative temporality.
3. Ricoeur seems to treat carnival as a stable, normative principle linked to the preservation of narrative forms. As such, carnival represents the continuity of narrative tradition and combats the anarchic tendencies of novelistic discourse In other words, for Bakhtin, the chronotope becomes the mechanism by which the assimilation of a historical consciousness takes place; and this assimilation produces narrative, prompting me to compare the chronotope to the concept of emplotment.
Finally, in the Concluding Remarks to the chronotope study we find a tantalizing reference to the chronotope of the listener-reader, which brings us to the final comparison between the chronotope and mimesis. This is the least elaborated aspect of the chronotope in 'Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel,' but elsewhere Bakhtin employs the term 'chronotope' in a hermeneutic context rather than as directly related to classification of novelistic sub-genres; for example, in 'Toward a Methodology for the Human Sciences,' he discusses the generation of meaning and semantic potential in terms of an interaction between the 'chronotopes of the questioner and the answerer' (Bakhtin 1986b: 168) . Back in the Concluding Remarks to the chronotope study, Bakhtin (1981c: 257) states that the chronotopic configuration of a work and its orientation towards the world of the reader ensure that the novel always 'anticipates possible reactions to itself.' And so I would suggest that Bakhtin's concept of the chronotope entails a three-fold manifestation analogous to Ricoeur's three-fold mimesis: the chronotope encompasses 1) the temporo-spatial precondition underlying all narratives, 2) the emplotment of narrative events, and finally 3) the preprogramming of the reader's reception of the text. With respect to this third aspect, Bakhtin ends his Concluding Remarks with a brief foray into reader response theory by hinting at a kind of temporo-spatial hermeneutics of reception that remains tantalizingly vague. I am most struck by the similarities between Ricoeur's three-fold mimesis and the chronotope when reading the following passage from the introduction of Forms of Time and of the Chronotope in the Novel, -a passage which touches on several of Ricoeur's critical preoccupations (temporality, emplotement, and the assimilation of a historical consciousness) but which emphasizes the important role of space in narrative:
In the literary artistic chronotope, spatial and temporal indicators are fused into one carefully thought-out, concrete whole. Time, as it were, thickens, takes on flesh, becomes artistically visible; likewise, space becomes charged and responsive to the movements of time, plot and history (Bakhtin 1981c: 84) .
To my mind, the chronotope study serves as a useful corrective to the rigorously temporal focus of Ricoeur's Time and Narrative. Let's not forget that Ricoeur attributes the historicization of fiction to narrative perspective--the 'past-ness' of events for the narrator. Although Ricoeur acknowledges the unavoidable spatial component of narrative perspective, he continuously subordinates the role of space to that of time. Bakhtin, on the other hand, allows for the full integration of space, that essential element of narrative perspective, into his model of narrative functioning; and in so doing Bakhtin grounds the assimilation of historical consciousness--of time--in space. His concept of the chronotope also provides a means for tracking the evolution of the novel--something which Ricoeur only hints at. By juxtaposing the work of Ricoeur and Bakhtin, I think we may reach a richer understanding of the chronotope, one which simultaneously extends the generic classification outlined in the chronotope study and highlights the central role of space in Bakhtin's concept. In sum, rather than limit ourselves to the study of narrative temporality, let us expand our approach to include the study of space, time and narrative.
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